Introduction
Immigration has recently become a key issue in European and US public debate. Though hardly a new topic, immigration has gained a significant role on the political agenda and has influenced voting preferences in various recent elections. Recent studies (Otto and Steinhardt, 2014; Barone et al., 2016; Dustmann et al., 2016; Steinmayr, 2016; Halla et al., 2017) have investigated the causal role of immigration on voting, i.e. how individual voting preferences are influenced by the stock of immigrants in the neighbourhood. Most of them provide evidence that living in an area with a higher number of immigrants increases the probability of voting for parties that promote tighter immigration policies.
Nevertheless, a minority of these studies yield the opposite result for recent elections (Steinmayer, 2016; Colantone e Stanig, 2016) , and the literature that has focused directly on natives' attitudes towards immigration, rather than on voting, has not observed a significant effect caused by the stock of foreign-born individuals (Sheve and Slaughter 2001; Card et al., 2005) . Anecdotal evidence relating to the latest US Presidential Election points in the same direction.
1 Furthermore, among the findings of the present paper, we provide evidence that if we apply the methodology used in previous literature, the positive correlation between immigration levels and anti-immigration positions is not confirmed in the case of the UK. Here neither the case of Brexit nor support for the UK Independence Party (Ukip), nor the political intentions expressed in the British Election Study (BES) questionnaires provide evidence of such an impact being produced by the immigrant stock.
Basing ourselves on this puzzling framework, we formulate the hypothesis that increased opposition to immigration is a temporary effect. The effect of recent immigrant flows may be different than that produced by the overall stock of immigrants. In other words, the time dimension may hold the key to understanding the way immigration affects voting preferences. Disentangling these two effects is our paper's main innovation, and will give us insights into how immigration impacts political outcomes that could have relevant policy implications. Different underlying mechanisms may be at the root of such negative short-run effects, such as material concerns about the adjustment cost of new migrant inflows (the early phases of new immigrant integration), or prejudicial attitudes (initial attitudes not confirmed by experience), both denoting a "hate at first sight" effect.
With regard to the former, it is important to note that integration does not happen overnight.
In fact, initially immigration can place increased pressure on the welfare system and labour market, causing natives to react with hostility to the new immigrant flows. Over time, as local authorities and the native population learn to cope with the process, a potential initial situation of distress may be mitigated. The extensive literature that analyses personal attitudes to immigration has pointed out the negative attitudes regarding the effects of immigration on the labour market, on crime and on cultural homogeneity (e.g. Sheve and Slaughter, 2001; Card et al., 2005) . These attitudes may not reflect the effects of immigration, but may simply represent perceptions influenced by a failure to anticipate the immigrants' integration.
In the case of prejudicial attitudes, Arrow (1971) suggests that individuals only resort to stereotyping immigrants when they lack information on their habits, customs and traditions.
Therefore, as soon as direct information on the new immigrant neighbours is acquired, the negative attitude produced by their presence should cease. A similar argument is that political narratives on immigration may be more effective where immigration is more recent, as recent changes in the composition of a neighbourhood's population may make them more salient.
The fact that the perception of attitudes towards immigration are an issue in themselves is supported by evidence showing that the extent of the immigration (as a whole) is habitually overestimated. In the case of the UK (Ipsos Mori, 2016) , British citizens think that an average of 15% of UK residents were born in another European country (the figure grows to 20% among Brexiters), while the actual figure is only 5%. Moreover, they think that European citizens make up only 25% of the immigrant population as a whole, whereas the actual figure is 37%.
A recent multi-country experiment has confirmed how this powerful bias is also at work in other receiving countries (Gregorieff et al., 2016) . Moreover, when subjects are provided 4 with correct information on immigrant population proportions, their attitudes towards them immediately and permanently become more positive.
There is therefore already evidence to suggest that a process of learning about immigration may occur over time, mitigating the "hate at first sight" effect. This opens up a new area for analysis: i.e. how the resulting prejudicial attitudes are formed and how they can be overcome.
The short-run negative effects of new immigration flows can be tested by examining whether areas of more recent immigration return more anti-immigrant votes than areas where immigration has a longer history. From this analysis, we may derive some insight as to why previous studies offer contradictory results. Furthermore, the fact that migration to larger urban centres generally goes back further than migration to more rural areas may account for the differences we observe in the effects of immigration in these two different contexts.
Our case study is the 2016 UK Referendum on the country's membership of the European Union. We start from the hypothesis that people's views on immigration played a major role in the victory of "Leave" over "Remain", i.e. the victory of the Brexit camp. In figure   1 we show the Google News Trend index for three different topics: immigration, unemployment and industry. Unlike in the case of the two other topics, in the days preceding recent elections (the May 2014 European Elections and the General Election of May 2015) a surge of interest over immigration can be observed, which disappears shortly afterwards. This Index reaches its highest peak during the weeks leading up to the referendum on EU membership. of subjects said they would decide how to vote in the referendum based on the issue of the number of immigrants entering Britain, whereas more than 28% said they would base their decision on economic concerns. Only 12% reported that their decision would be nationalism-related. Some commentators state explicitly that the Brexit result was more about xenophobia than Europe.
If we take these reports seriously, the referendum gives us an opportunity to observe the effects of immigration on the popular vote. Data from the European Social Survey also confirms that the question of Britain's membership of the European Union has indeed been framed by the issue of immigration.
We use estimation methodology common to recent literature and thus deal with endogeneity issues (Halla, et al. 2017 , Barone et al. 2016 ) using the instrument proposed by Altonji and Card (1991) , which looks at the network effect, i.e. the fact that immigrants tend to move to locations where a group of immigrants of the same ethnicity is already present. The assumption is that the local pull factors that attracted immigrants in the past (in 1981 and 1991) are uncorrelated with more recent political preferences. Data supports 6 our hypothesis, confirming that the effect of immigration on voting is a dynamic process.
The short-run effect has a stronger negative impact than the long-run effect.
Despite the relevance of the 2016 Brexit referendum as a case study, the data available suffers from the limitations that apply to cross sectional and regional level data. To overcome these drawbacks, we carry out robustness checks using two strategies: we In the next section, we begin by providing a review of the literature on the political effects of immigration and discrimination. We then offer an overview of the Brexit case, focusing on the political impact of the immigration issue, before moving on to the econometric analysis in sections 4 and 5. The final section presents our conclusions.
Related Literature
This paper is related first and foremost to a literature looking at the effects of immigration on electoral outcomes. Most studies belonging to this branch (Barone et al., 2016; Dustmann et al., 2016; Halla et al., 2017; Otto and Steinhardt, 2014) (Sheve and Slaughter, 2001; Mayda, 2006; Facchini and Mayda, 2009; Card et al., 2012) is that natives may perceive immigrants with skill sets similar to their own as producing greater competition in the labour market.
Given that immigration to the European countries is mainly unskilled, support for parties with an anti-immigration agenda will therefore tend to emerge among the low-skilled native population. Of note is the fact that the singularity of big cities holds even when controlling for the skill-composition of the population. Secondly, large urban areas contain more segmented neighbourhoods. Natives benefit from the positive effects of immigration (e.g. cheaper personal services), while they do not perceive any negative side effects, such as social segregation, crime or competition for local amenities. Otto and Steinhardt (2016) , however, focus on the city districts of Hamburg (Germany) and what they find contradicts this hypothesis. What emerges from their disaggregated level of analysis is that immigrants induce changes in neighbourhoods and schools, and that districts with a higher concentration of immigrant children produce significantly higher shares of votes for extreme right-wing parties. Thirdly, "immigration in big cities may have started sooner than in small municipalities". 4 The process of integrating a foreign population into a receiving society takes time. Social and economic frictions may emerge at the beginning, but once the immigrant community has settled, additional inflows do not lead to further changes in natives' attitudes. Most studies on the effects of immigration on voting behaviour make use of a panel data model, which fails to capture such dynamics. As we will discuss in further detail later, an analysis with fixed effects can show the effect of a variation in the number of immigrants on the change in the number of votes, regardless of the size or history of an existing foreign community. Our idea is that a direct experience of the phenomenon of immigration triggers a learning and adjustment process that mitigates the initial hostility. In the same vein, Steinmayr (2016) -the only one to find a negative 8 correlation between the presence of refugees and the share of votes for extreme right-wing parties -interprets his results in the light of the contact theory (Allport, 1954) .
In our study we also refer to social psychology and behavioural economics to better analyse how the presence of immigrants affects natives' attitudes. Allport (1954) is among the social psychologists who maintain that the meeting of different identities does not necessarily trigger social conflict. While 'groupness' originates as a survival strategy, rather than emerging from intergroup comparisons, the primary behaviour associated with groups is ingroup favouritism (Brewer, 2007) . Individuals share stronger social preferences with members of the same group while not necessarily discriminating against members of other groups. In the absence of specific motives for outgroup hate, individuals from different groups interact only as individuals. 5 The results of experiments conducted on cooperation and group identity are consistent with this theory (Ahmed, 2007; Yamagishi and Mifune, 2009 ).
However, other factors may be at work in the interaction between individuals with different identities. One of these is statistical discrimination (Arrow 1971) . When individuals do not possess sufficient information on the habits, customs and traditions of another group, they resort to stereotypes. There is evidence that this is indeed the case where ethnic differences are concerned. In one experiment (Castillo and Petrie, 2010 ) subjects had to express their preferences for partners for a cooperation game. In one test, they only knew the ethnic group of their potential partner (Black, White, Asian, etc.). In the other, they had additional information on the potential partner's behaviour in a previous cooperation game. Castillo and Petrie (2010) found discrimination at work against subjects from Black ethnic groups when the ethnic group was the only piece of information available. However, discrimination disappeared in the test where people were provided with additional information. These results support the hypothesis that prejudice can be used to explain discrimination. It also implies that individuals provided with sufficient individual-level information on the members of another group may overcome discrimination.
Another factor behind discrimination is the belief that there is a difference in status between the individual's group and another one. In this case, not only do people want to favour their own group, but also to maintain the perceived positive distinctiveness they associate with it (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) . From this point of view, immigrants can be perceived as a threat, particularly if there is competition between groups over resources (Sherif et al., 1961; Campbell, 1965) . Some support for this thesis comes from an experiment using an intergroup conflict game in which subjects were found to over-contribute to their own group in order to sustain intergroup conflict, even when this behaviour resulted in highly inefficient outcomes when compared to their behaviour when playing as individuals (Abbink et al., 2010) . Where there is conflict over resources, inefficient competition between groups can be a lasting factor.
A recent contribution by Sekeris and Vasilakis (2016) for workers and students coming from outside Europe. Immigration to the UK has become officially managed and highly educated individuals who bring skills which are in short supply in the UK are favoured. As previously mentioned, in 2010 Mr Cameron's government imposed further restrictions on visas, namely on the quota of non-EU visas, and increased controls over immigration. What comes next is part of the current debate.
The framing of the European issue
Data from the 2014 European Social Survey (ESS) offers some evidence of the existence of a link between attitudes to immigration and people's attitudes towards the European Union (Table 1) . We analyse UK data from the 2014 survey, excluding observations from Northern Ireland and Scotland. There are two questions in this survey that capture people's attitudes towards the European Union. The first, concerning people's trust in the European Parliament, asks: "Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions I read out. 0 means you do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you have complete trust. Firstly, how much do you personally trust the European Parliament?"
The second one concerns the process of European unification. It says: "Now thinking about the European Union, some say European unification should go further. Others say it has already gone too far. Using this card, what number on the scale best describes your position?". At the lower extreme, i.e. 0, the answer corresponds to "Unification already gone too far"; at the upper extreme, i.e. 10, to "Unification should go further". This second question is basically "Leave" or "Remain" with a wider number of options and with less prominence given to the actual choices.
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We find that self-reported attitudes towards Europe show a high correlation to issues relating to immigration, the economy and trust in the national government, as we observed in the Ipsos MORI poll at the beginning of this paper. We also find moderate but highly significant correlations with watching TV, with subjective happiness and with trust in other people. If we perform the same analysis for other European countries, we find more or less the same set of correlations with comparable magnitudes. Here we only report results from
Germany, but these are consistent with those observed in France and Italy. This suggests that people's attitudes towards the European Union do not depend on country-level political debates, but on some deeper mechanism. Therefore, the model we have suggested might capture not only a uniquely British attitude towards immigration and Europe, but rather a specific combination of psychological mechanisms and political conditions that seem to be at play in Europe during present times. There is a difference between the answers to the two questions on Europe. While correlations between trust in the European Parliament and the state of the economy or trust in the national government are over 30%, they lower to 13% if we consider the unification process instead. This may be because the answers to the former question are highly correlated to answers on trust in the national parliament (coefficient: 0.53; p-value: 0.00).
Immigration issues are the only ones that remain highly correlated over both questions. It should be noted that this survey was carried out before the 2015 refugee crisis. Therefore, such correlations cannot be driven by the border control emergency and the sense of panic that derived from that situation. Furthermore, there seems to be no great difference in the correlations between attitudes towards immigrants from Europe and to those from the rest of the world. Answers to these two questions show an 83% correlation. It is therefore not welfare or labour considerations related to European legislation on internal migration or social rights that are responsible for this. Overall, the answers to all questions on immigration show a high level of mutual correlation, supporting the hypothesis that it is not a specific immigration-related economic phenomenon that drives the effect of migration on political preferences over Europe.
4 Econometric analysis
Econometric strategy
Our econometric strategy extends the methodology used in previous studies, particularly in Barone et al. (2016) , by analysing the effect of both the stock and the flow of immigrants on natives' voting behaviour. This allows us to distinguish between 'old' and more recent immigration.
In general, the estimating equation considered in previous literature can be written as: According to our hypothesis, for the same stock of immigrants we should observe a preference for tighter immigration polices where the phenomenon is more recent. Therefore, we need to build an econometric strategy to test for short-run and long-run effects of immigration. We turn this idea into a formula by adding to equation (1) the effect of the recent flow of x (in relative or in absolute terms):
We test whether the coefficient is negative and lower than β. Indeed, in our estimation we consider to be the share of votes for "Remain" over "Leave", and thus the coefficient must be read with the opposite sign.
The equation (3) can also be written as:
If this model depicts the true dynamic of immigration and votes, equation (1) An alternative way to test for the negative short-run effect is to leave aside the stock of immigration and to consider a Finite Distributed Lag equation of the flows:
As in a standard case of a FDL equation, we impose a structure to the coefficients which is consistent with our underlying theoretical hypothesis, i.e. the distinction between the shortrun and the long-run: 
where l is the lag, corresponds to the long-run effect (cf. β in equation 3), while is the and we can write equation (4) as:
Equation (7) justifies the exclusion of the stock of x from the regression model. We will estimate the model in (7) as a further robustness analysis.
The vector of control variables w includes many possible determinants of the Brexit vote, recalled in the literature previously reviewed. Our analysis is at NUTS3 level, thus, in addition to the regional (NUTS2) fixed effects, we also introduced some local-unit specific controls: controls for the economic situation, such as per-capita income and unemployment; a variable capturing the effect of the urban feature, which embodies the effect of London and similar urban contexts; the socio-demographic structure represented by the share of the population aged over 65 and the share of the population with a higher level of education.
An important body of previous literature (Card and Di Nardo, 2000; Borjas, 2006; Peri and Sparber, 2011) argues that cross-regional analyses are invalidated by the fact that natives decide to relocate in response to immigration flows. In our case, the effect of a negative sentiment relating to immigration may have pushed natives to migrate internally, thus reducing the number of people voting "Leave" in the areas with a high concentration of immigrants. There is very scant evidence of the so-called skating rink model, according to which "each new immigrant knocks a native off the ice". However, we consider net internal migration flows in our empirical strategy to control for such potential bias. In particular,
we distinguish between internal migrations of natives and foreign-born citizens, and we regress the net flows of natives on the flows of immigrants. 
Identification strategy
Comparisons between areas with different concentrations of immigrants are always problematic, as immigration flows can be endogenous to the phenomenon under analysis.
Two issues in the previous body of the literature provide concerns with regard to endogeneity. Firstly, immigrants could avoid areas with anti-immigrant sentiments. The implication would be an upward bias in the effect of immigration on political outcomes. In areas with more tolerant attitudes the stock of immigrants would be higher than the expected stock predicted purely by push factors, which would in turn lead to an underestimation of the positive effect of immigration on votes for anti-immigrant agendas.
Secondly, if there are underlying factors in an area that drive both sorting decisions and political preferences, there would be some spurious correlation between the effect of these factors and the effect of immigration. For example, Halla et al. (2017) suggest that an increase in votes for right-wing parties could be the result of a shift to greater pro-business attitudes. If these attitudes in turn determine a better economic performance in that area compared to other areas, it would create a pull factor for sorting decisions by immigrants.
More generally, structural changes in the economy create the conditions for both a political shift in preferences and the emergence of a pull factor for immigration. This correlation could determine both an upward and a downward bias on the effect of immigration on political outcomes. The direction of the bias would depend on the relation between this underlying factor and political preferences.
The sorting problem can be overcome by using an instrumental variable approach. An important body of literature argues that immigrants choose where to locate according to individual networks as well as job opportunities (e.g. Beine et al. 2011; Mayda, 2010) . In other words, the location choices of people who are moving for economic reasons are driven by utility maximization strategies, which include the sharing of information to reduce the costs of migration, as well as spending time with people that speak the same language and share the same culture. Then, we exploit the tendency of migrants to move to areas where people from the same country already live (Bartel, 1989) and we predict the actual distribution of the foreign population by observing the past one. Therefore, we make use of the instrument suggested by Altonji and Card (1991) , as slightly modified by Cortés and Pan (2014) and Barone et al. (2016) :
where is the predicted share of current immigrants in region i. It is equal to the number of immigrants coming from group n at time t at country level, net of contribution of region i to the total, apportioned to the fraction of people coming from the same country and living in region i at time t -l; all aggregated to the main foreign nationalities present in UK.
This instrument is exogenous at one condition. The time t -l chosen must be such that unobserved variables that determine voting today are not correlated with the determinants of immigration in that year. In other words, the historical sorting decisions of immigrants at that time need to be exogenous to current political preferences.
To validate this condition, we proceed, in line with previous studies, to the choice of a year t -l preceding a major change in political attitudes relating to the issue of immigration.
We consider three aspects: major political changes such as the emergence of new parties; substantial increases in migration flows; and changes in the role of immigration in the political debate. Taking all these aspects into consideration, for the case of the UK we chose 1981 and 1991, with the latter year being used only when we needed two instruments in the same estimation.
The year 1991 precedes the Labour governments of the 1990s. In the case of 1981, we further expand our time horizon right back to the beginning of the Thatcher years. In 1991, extreme right-wing parties received well below 1% of electoral preferences, whereas now they receive over 15%. Ukip, a nationalist right-wing party that was at the forefront of the An example of this change in the role immigration plays in political debate is a straight comparison between the slogans used by Prime Ministers of the UK in the mid-1990s and today. Blair said that "a simple way to take measure of a country is to look at how many want in and how many want out", whereas now May argues that "the aim is to create here in Britain a really hostile environment for illegal migration." This issue is not the result of a difference between the Conservative and Labour parties. John Major, the Conservative Prime Minister who preceded Tony Blair (1990 Blair ( -1997 , also expressed opinions in favour of immigration during his time in office: "There was a different social value placed on immigration (...) I saw immigration at very close quarters in the 1950s. They shared my house. They were my neighbours. I played with them as boys. I did not see people who had come here just to benefit from our social system. I saw people with guts and the drive to travel halfway across the world in many cases to better themselves and their families. And I think that is a very conservative instinct." Furthermore, during the Brexit referendum
Major supported Remain and accused Leave supporters from his own party of using arguments more akin to those of Ukip, rather than traditional Conservative arguments.
We can therefore conclude that the role of immigration in political debate has changed in line with major changes in electoral results from the nineties onwards, and with changes in the size of migration flows. These elements provide support to the hypothesis that the sorting of immigrants in 1981 and 1991 was not correlated to actual political preferences.
This justifies the choices of 1981 and 1991 as base years for the instrument. To overcome the limitations posed by the cross-sectional nature of the Brexit case, in the robustness section we applied the same procedure to a three-waves panel data on Ukip.
Additionally, to overcome the limitations of aggregated data we run an ordered probit 22 estimation on individual data. These data are taken from the British Election Study and reflect personal attitudes to immigration and the vote for Ukip and the Brexit Referendum. Tables 2 and 3 show the results of the OLS and IV estimations. The first column of both tables corresponds to the standard equation (1). The stock of immigrants is not significant in the OLS estimations, but it becomes significant in all specifications of the IV model.
Results
However, contrary to many previous studies (Otto and Steinhardt, 2014; Barone et al., 2016; Dustmann et al., 2016; Steinmayr, 2016; Halla et al., 2017) , we do not find that the stock of immigrants has a negative effect on the vote for "Remain": the coefficient is positive in both cases.
Recent immigration flows always have a significant and negative effect, whichever model specification and identification strategy we choose. This last result provides evidence in favour of our hypothesis of a short-run effect: the coefficient of recent flows is negative and lower than the coefficient of the stock (which is actually positive). It is worth noting that columns 3 and 5 of the OLS estimations produce the same results, in spite of the fact that they correspond to different formulations of the same model (see eq. 3 and 4): the coefficient of the flows in column 3 is equal to the opposite coefficient of the lagged stock in column 3, while the coefficient of the stock in column 3 is equal to the sum of the two coefficients in column 5. Table 4 shows the results of the OLS estimations of the Finite Distributed Lag model in equation (7). Referring to the original formulation in equation (5), we consider five variables, each with a three-year lag. Although we do not have sufficient instruments to run an IV estimation, this formulation allows for a less restrictive short-run assumption, since we do not implicitly assume that the short-run effect lasts exactly three years and then suddenly disappears. In this case, the results also support our hypothesis: the coefficients of immigration flows increase on the lag. Indeed, considering equation (6) 
Robustness
We carried out two robustness checks. As ours is a cross-sectional analysis, robustness checks were needed to provide some evidence that this dynamic process does not result from the effects of unobserved variables on our data.
Firstly, we checked whether our results also held in other elections, namely with regard to votes for Ukip in the European elections. In particular, we exploited the panel nature of the data on Ukip to provide a fixed effect estimation, in line with Barone et al. (2016) . Our second control used individual-level data from the British Elections Study to check whether this process was at work by looking directly at personal attitudes towards immigration and declarations of vote for Ukip and in the 2016 EU Referendum.
Ukip votes
Immigration must have been a relevant factor in people's support for Ukip at previous
European Parliament elections, just as it was in the Brexit vote. This is true for two reasons: Our robustness checks conclusively support our previous results. The flow of immigrants has a positive effect on votes for Ukip, while the immigrant stock has a negative effect.
Fixed effects strengthen the coefficients, which are further increased in magnitude by the use of an instrumental variable strategy. This is in line with Barone et al. (2016) . The stock has a bias in the opposite direction, but the bias on flows is consistent with the theoretical underpinnings of their results.
Given that our cross-sectional analysis on Brexit may have raised concerns regarding the dependence of our results on unobserved fixed effects, it is reassuring to see these results
confirm their validity. It should be noted that this provides evidence that this dynamic process is not time-dependent, as here we also consider the 2009 and 2004 elections, which are quite far removed from 2015 in terms of time. In terms of results, they tell the same story as our analysis of the Brexit vote.
Data at the individual level
In spite of our use of an instrumental variable approach, it is still be possible that our results are produced by some spurious correlation with political preferences at a regional level.
There may be additional underlying regional factors that explain both immigration flows and political preferences, which were not taken care of by our instrumental variable approach. Therefore, it is useful to consider for robustness some finer data at the individual level that directly tests personal attitudes to immigration and people's reported voting intentions with regard to Ukip and Brexit.
We This check gives relevant support to our main results, because it tests the same short-run effect with variables at the individual level. We do not find a significant effect produced by the stock of immigrants (all p-values are above 5%), which is consistent with the weak significance it had in our previous analysis and with contact theories on intergroup relations.
The effect of migrant inflows in recent times is significant and negative. Therefore, even when controlling for variables such as unemployment, income and demographics at the individual level, the effect of immigration is still significant and temporary.
Conclusions
Arguments relating to immigration, tinged with nationalist tones, play a key role in current political debate, particularly since the onset of the economic crisis. Nigel Farage, David
Cameron, Marine Le Pen, Matteo Salvini and others have succeeded, not without the help of the media, in framing the question of Europe as a question of immigration. At the same time, over the last twenty years there has been an unprecedented rise in immigration flows right across Europe. Both issues determine the need to further investigate the political impact of migration. In particular, we wanted to analyse the dynamic aspects of the impact of migrant inflows on votes, testing for a negative short-run effect. In considering this issue, we have taken into account the potential role of prejudices -stereotypes born out of a lack of information and destined to fade over time, as people become more familiar with the new immigrant population. We have also mentioned how the integration of immigrants may take time because welfare systems and job markets are slow to adjust to the increased population. Given these processes, it is relevant to assess whether the effect of immigration on voting depends merely on the stock of immigrants per se, or whether it is influenced by the time-path of the immigration process.
Our results show that the time-path is indeed the key. The effect of recent immigration flows is more negative than the effect of the stock of immigrants and of the lagged flows, thereby confirming a short-run effect. In general, while there are correlations between stocks and flows, estimates based on the stock alone may be biased. Trying to understand the effects of immigration on the popular vote by simply analysing the stock of immigrants per se can be deceptive. In the case of Brexit, where stock and flows are only weakly correlated, the effects on the electorate of the stock of immigrants per se would have returned a positive effect on votes, although one that was barely significant. Taking immigrant flows into account, however, enables us to find evidence that, in line with reports by research companies and evidence from the BES, immigration was indeed a key factor in the result of the Brexit referendum. Excluding income and the case of cosmopolitan areas, immigration seems to have been the referendum's main determining factor.
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This paper also contributes to the emerging body of literature on the political outcomes of immigration by proposing an explanation as to why there are differences between the impact of immigration in large cities and in small towns. In fact, migration to large cities goes back further than migration to small towns, with the result that the short-run effect that we have found may have long ago been overcome. Therefore, we suggest that by considering the time process of immigration it is possible to investigate this issue without having to distinguish between areas by density of population.
In conclusion, we wish to point out that our analysis is necessarily only a starting point.
We interpreted the evidence on Brexit as supportive of our hypothesis, but plenty of work is still required to analyse the factors that determine immigration's effect on the vote. The elements underpinning the short-run and long-run effects and the relationship between the two are still to be investigated. For example, which aspect is more relevant: prejudice or material concerns? As for the former, there may be attitudes rooted in culture that may derive from historical events, such as decolonisation or racism. However, it could also be that failures in integration policies are responsible for these effects. Moreover, are we fully aware of the role played by the media and by political narratives? Given the current relevance of "post-factual" phenomena, there is a need to investigate this issue. It could be that there is no correlation between watching television and personal attitudes towards migration; alternatively, it could be that the media and political narratives influence people's perceptions or that, more subtly, they validate previously-held beliefs, facilitating their propagation.
In the 1930s, alternative facts and propaganda in Europe were already fuelling prejudices against ethnic or religious minorities. Back then, the same arguments over minorities were being propagated as over immigrants now. There would appear to be nothing new under the sun! However, given that the current popularity of anti-immigration agendas corresponds to increased immigration flows in recent years, there is need to better understand this relation. Our contribution to the subject is the conclusion that the effect of immigration on voting patterns depends on the specific time-path of immigration.
